they should instead concentrate on collating and synthesizing the global evidence on just the key issues relating to the main questions. Which pollinators are most economically important? What have been the changes to their status? What are the main threats? And what are the most economically effective means of maintaining and restoring these pollinators? To support the answers to these questions, the assessment must first produce a systematic and publicly available review of the literature it will be based on, ideally with accessible summaries of papers.
For such reviews, the vision is often the meta-analyses of evidencebased medicine, which pool and offer an overview of all studies of appropriate quality. This approach is less suited to environmental reviews, which typically use a complex mix of experiments, correlative studies and models with a range of questions, response variables and locations that have differing relevance to the issue of interest.
To better synthesize the findings of such diverse research, environmental assessments should use formal consensus methods such as the Delphi technique, which is an iterative process of consensus-seeking that is based on sequential rounds of confidential scoring and commenting on anonymized results. In addition, all of the material should be publicly available -possibly even including the individual final scores of the experts, as happens for the members of the UK Monetary Policy Committee who meet monthly to decide the official interest rate. It would thus be relatively straightforward to trace a conclusion to its assessment of the evidence and then to its evidence base.
This approach seems to have a range of advantages. It concentrates on the few crucial issues but presents them in a more transparent and rigorous manner that is likely to provide greater confidence and reduce the likelihood of errors. After the evidence is collated, it can be updated regularly to allow for quick reassessment (conversely, the IPCC assessment is repeated about every six years and is hugely expensive). With the bedrock of the evidence assembled and presented in a user-friendly way, the evidence on key issues can be continually collated and regularly assessed. An equivalent example in medicine is Clinical Evidence, which reassesses interventions every six months.
This approach should be adopted not just by the IPBES and other future national or international assessments, but, where possible, by the innumerable reports that are written for decision makers. WORLD VIEWA personal take on events
